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House the passing of Mrs. Effegene
(Locke) Wingo, a former Member of the
House of Representatives, who repre-
sented the district which I now have the
privilege and honor of representing.

Mrs. Wingo was born in Lockesburg,
Sevier County, on April 13, 1883. She
attended public and private schools and
Union Female College, Oxford, Miss.
She was graduated from Maddox Sem-
inary, Little Rock, Ark., in 1901, and
moved to Texarkana, Ark., in 1895, and
to DeQueen, Ark., in 1897. She was
elected as a Democrat on November 4,
1930, to the 71st Congress. Her husband
before her had served in the House, rep-
resenting this district for several terms.
She was elected to fill the vacancy caused
by the untimely death of her husband,
Otis Theodore Wingo. Some of the older
Members who were here at that time, I
am sure, remember Otis Wingo and also
his lovely wife, Mrs. Wingo.

On the same day that she was elected
to succeed her husband in the House,
she was elected to the 72d Congress and
served from November 4, 1930, to March
3, 1933. She was not a candidate for
renomination in 1932.

Mrs. Wingo wrote me a letter about a
year ago in which she inquired about
the consideration which the House and
the Congress had given to a program
that she, herself, had sponsored when
she was in the Congress. She was the
cofounder in 1934 of the National In-
stitute of Public Affairs here in Wash-
ington, D.C., engaged in educational and
research work.

Mrs. Wingo passed away September
20, in Brent Memorial Hospital, Burling-
ton, Ontario, where she was living with
her son at the time, Otis T. Wingo, and
where he now lives.

Funeral services will be held this aft-
ernoon at 3 o'clock at St, Albans Church,
interment in Rock Creek Cemetery.

Mrs. Wingo is survived by a daughter,
Mrs. L. L. Sawyer, who lives here in
Washington, D.C., and by her son, Otis
T. Wingo, Jr. I know I express the sen-
timents of every Member of this House
when we extend to them and all the
family our.deepest sympathy in the loss
of their mother.

AMENDMENTS TO PERISHABLE
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES
ACT, 1930
Mr. GRANT. Mr. Speaker, I call up

the conference report on the bill (S.
1037) to amend the provisions of the
Perishable Agricultural Commodities
Act, 1930, relating to practices in the
marketing of perishable agricultural
commodities, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be read in
lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Alabama?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the statement.
(For conference report and statement,

see proceedings of the House of Septem-
ber 18, 1962.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GRANT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Are all of the amend-
ments put into the bill in conference
germane to the general subject matter
of the bill?

Mr. GRANT. They are absolutely
germane to the bill.

Mr. GROSS, I thank the gentleman.
(Mr. GRANT asked and was given

permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. GRANT. Mr. Speaker, the bill
before us is a very important piece of
legislation. It contains numerous im-
provements to the Perishable Agricul-
tural Commodities Act and a provision
for the increase in fees under that act
which will permit it to continue to be
self-supporting. The Perishable Agri-
cultural Commodities Act is one of the
oldest and most successful regulatory
programs operated by the Department
of Agriculture. Its basic purpose is to
assure producers of fresh fruits and vege-
tables that they will receive fair treat-
ment and fair payment when their com-
modities are shipped to buyers in other
States, and to assure those buyers and
all of the handlers along the route that
they will receive the kind of commodi-
ties they are paying for and that they,
too, will receive equitable treatment.

The act has been entirely self-sup-
porting and has paid its way by collec-
tion of annual fees, presently set at the
maximum of $25 permitted under the
act, collected from those who are li-
censed under the act. The Department
has reached the point where it is no
longer able to operate its program within
this $1.25 limitation and one of the pur-
poses of this bill is to increase the
amount of the license fee which may be
charged in order to continue to have this
program entirely self-sustaining. The
bill permits an ultimate increase in the
license fees to $50 per year, if this should
become necessary. No such increase is
needed or contemplated at the present
time, however, and the Department has
stated, and the committee of conference
so understands, that the immediate in-
crease in license fees will be to a figure
not in excess of $36. If, in later years,
an additional increase is found to be nec-
essary, this is to be announced well in
advance and subject to discussion by the
trade and by the appropriate committees
of Congress before it is placed into effect.

In the form in which this bill was
introduced in both the House and the
Senate, Mr. Speaker, it contained no
element of controversy.

During the hearings, however, amend-
ments to the bill were suggested by rep-
resentatives of food retailers and of
frozen-food brokers, both of whom are
licensed under the act-the retailers only
if they do an annual business in fresh
and frozen fruits and vegetables exceed-
ing approximately $30,000 worth per
year. During the hearings, representa-
tives of both these groups asked for fur-
ther exemptions for their particular
group from the operations of the act.

The Senate responded to this request
by retaining the basic requirements for

licensing -of retailers and frozen-food
brokers exactly where they were in the
act but providing that the increase in
license fee should not apply to these two
groups.

The House went further in acceding
to the request of these groups and pro-
vided that all retailers doing an annual
business in fresh and frozen fruits and
vegetables of less than $100,000 per year,
and all frozen food brokers representing
vendors should be eliminated from reg-
istration under the act. These provi-
sions were the only items of the bill in
controversy between the House and-the
Senate. While I was very much in favor
of retaining the House version, this was
found impossible.

The conferees have reached what I be-
lieve to be an equitable compromise on
this matter as set out in the conference
report. The conference report will pro-
vide that this act will not cover any re-
tailer who does an annual business of less
than $90,000 per year in fresh and frozen
fruits and vegetables, and will apply the
same minimum figure, $90,000, to brokers
of frozen fruits and vegetables. No
broker of frozen fruits and vegetable
will be required to register under the aq
if he does a business of less than $90,000
per year in these commodities.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.

GIFTS TO MINORS IN THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA

Mr. McMLLTAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 11018) to
amend the act concerning gifts to minors
in the District of Columbia, with Senate
amendments thereto, and consider the
Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The Clerk read the Senate amend-

ments, as follows:
Page 10, strike out all after line 12 over t.

and including line 14 on page 11, and inser,
"SEc. 5. (a) A custodian shall be entitkce

to reasonable compensation for his services
and to reimbursement from the custodial
property for his reasonable expenses incurred
in the performance of his duties: Provided,
That a custodian may act without compen-
sation for his services.

"(b) Compensation shall be according to:
"(1) Any statute of the District of Colum-

bia applicable to custodians;
"(2) Any statute of the District of Colum-

bia applicable to guardians;
"(3) An order of the court.
"(c) Except as otherwise provided in this

Act, a custodian shall not be required to give
a bond for the performance of his duties.

"(d) A custodian not compensated for his
services shall not be liable for losses to the
custodial property unless they result from his
bad faith, intentional wrongdoing, or gross
negligence or from his failure to maintain the
standard of prudence in investing the cus-
todial property provided in this Act."

Page 15, after line 7, insert:
"(c) Nothing here shall be deemed to re-

peal or modify the Internal Revenue Code of
1954, as amended, and the District of Colum-
bia Income and Franchise Tax Act of 1947, as
amended."

1962 19113



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE September 21

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from South Carolina?

Mr. GROSS. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, is a copy of this
bill available? I have asked for copies
of all bills coming up today.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, this bill
passed the House some time ago. The
other body amended this proposed legis-
lation and returned it to the House. I
imagine copies of the bill are available.

Mr. GROSS. There is no report nor
is there a copy of the bill at the desk.

Mr. McMILLAN. I have just stated
the bill passed the House some time ago
and was amended by the Senate, the
report and bill should be available.

Mr. GROSS. I have no doubt it passed
the House some time ago, I will say to
my friend from South Carolina. It, ob-
viously, had to. But I have nothing here
to go on. Will the gentleman please
explain the bill and the amendments?

Mr. McMILLAN. The Senate added
an amendment to the bill which has to
do with gifts to minors in the District
of Columbia. We are amending the

nate amendment so as to make certain
Vat the person who is making the gift
can set the fee for the person who ad-
ministers his estate.

Mr. GROSS. You say this bill was
amended?

Mr. McMILLAN. It was amended in
the Senate and was returned. My com-
mittee proposes to amend the Senate
amendment by inserting language to
protect the donor.

Mr. GROSS. Are all the amendments
in this bill, as it is presently before us,
germane to the subject matter of the
bill?

Mr. McMILLAN. Absolutely, yes. If
the gentleman from Iowa would care to
see a copy of the bill, he may have my
copy.

Mr. GROSS. I would not be able to
do very much with it in this short space
of time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.jALTER]. Is there objection to the re-
est of the gentleman from South Caro-

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will read the first Senate amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Page 10, strike out all after line 12 over

to and including line 14 on page 11, and
insert:

"SEC. 5. (a) A custodian shall be entitle
to reasonable compensation for his servlce
and to reimbursement from the custodiae
property for his reasonable expenses incurred]
in the performance of his duties: Provided,
That a custodian may act without compen-
sation for his services.

"(b) Compensation shall be according to:
"(1) Any statute of the District of Colum-

bia applicable to custodians;
"(2) Any statute of the District of Co-

lumbia applicable to guardians;
"(3) An order of the court.
"(c) Except as otherwise provided in this

Act, a custodian shall not be required to
give a bond for the performance of his duties.

"(d) A custodian not compensated for his
services shall not be liable for losses to the
custodial property unless they result from
his bad faith, intentional wrongdoing, or

gross negligence or from his failure to main-
tain the standard of prudence in investing
the custodial property provided in this Act."

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. MCMrLLAN moves that the House con-

cur in Senate amendment 1 with an amend-
ment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment in subsec-
tion (b) and subparagraphs (1), (2), and
(3) thereof, of section 5, insert the follow-
ing:

"(b) Compensation for the guardian or
custodian shall be according to:

"(1) Any direction of the donor when the
gift is made, provided that it is not in ex-
cess of any statutory limitation of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for guardians or custo-
dians;

"(2) Any statute of the District of Colum-
bia applicable to custodians or guardians;

"(3) Any order of the court."

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of my amendment to the Senate
amendment is to assure and provide that
any donor of a gift may fix the com-
pensation for the guardian or custo-
dian-which the House bill originally
provided and which the Senate struck
out-but with the proviso that such com-
pensation will not be in excess of that al-
lowed by District of Columbia law for
guardians or custodians.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
MCMILLAN].

The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will read the next committee
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Page 15, after line 7, insert:
"(c) Nothing here shall be deemed to re-

peal or modify the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954, as amended, and the District of Co-
lumbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of
1947, as amended."

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. McMrLLAN moves that the House con-

cur in the Senate amendment No. 2.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from South Carolina.

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider the votes by

which action was taken on the several
motions was laid on the table.

AMENDING SECTION 305, COMMUNI-
CATIONS ACT OF 1934

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
the resolution, House Resolution 779, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill CH.R.

)1172) to amend section 305 of the Com-
munications Act of 1934, as amended. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill, and shall continue not to exceed

one hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall be
read for amendment under the five-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the considera-
tion of the bill for amendment, the Commit-
tee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion
to recommit.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. SMITH] and pending that I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
California is recognized.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, House Reso-
lution 779 makes in order the consid-
eration of the bill H.R. 11732 to amend
section 305 of the Communications Act
of 1934, as amended. It provides for 1
hour of debate and is an open rule.

The purpose of the legislation, Mr.
Speaker, is to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to authorize the Presi-
dent to license foreign governments to
operate low-power point-to-point radio
stations, as distinguished from broad-
casting stations, in the District of Co-
lumbia, for transmission of messages to
points outside the United States. This
legislation is needed in order to enable
the U.S. Government to offer reciprocity
when attempting to secure permission
from foreign governments for the es-
tablishment by the United States of radio
stations in foreign countries. At present,
the Communications Act prohibits the
granting of such authority to nonciti-
zens.

Mr. Speaker, it is felt that with this
permission which would be on a very
limited basis and very tightly controlled,
that the reciprocity that the United
States could get by being permitted to
establish radio stations in foreign coun-
tries would be a substantial gain. There-
fore, Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption
of House Resolution 779.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 10 minutes.

(Mr. SMITH of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, House Resolution 779 is an open rule
providing for the consideration of H.R.
11732, which is a measure known as the
Amendment to the Communications Act
of 1934. It will permit the President un-
der reciprocal agreement with other
countries to permit the operation of a
radio station at the Embasy of a foreign
country in Washington, D.C., providing
we are allowed to have a radio station at
our Embassy in the country with which
the agreement is worked out.

I was opposed to the bill as originally
reported but in the meantime it has been
possible to work out an amendment
which the chairman told me he would:
accept and which I believe would help
the bill and take care at least in part of
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my objections, at least to the point where
if my amendment is adopted I can then
support the legislation. I do feel, how-
ever, Mr. Speaker, that we should make a
record here today, so that the President,
whether it be President Kennedy or some
future President, and the State Depart-
ment, the Secretary of State and dthers,
may know our intent and views in the
matter. I for one feel this is a very dan-
gerous precedent to allow a foreign coun-
try to establish a radio station in this
country. It must be used with the utmost
discretion. I would hate to have the
Soviet Embassy on 16th Street have a
legitimate radio station which could
operate between here and Moscow.

Mr. Speaker, I am making my state-
ment based on the fact that I have been
in the past with the FBI. I supervised
all the national defense activities in the
Los Angeles office of the FBI prior to and
during the period of the last war. That
had to do with espionage, sabotage, un-
American activities, communism, inter-
nal security measures, plant protection
and others.

In that capacity, where I was in a su-
pervisory capacity, I knew of the im-
portant cases throughout the United
States because we, of course, exchanged
reports.

I can assure you that activities involv-
ing espionage against the United States
were operated out of the German Em-
bassy and Consuls continuously prior to
the war, and it was an extremely difficult
problem.

Japanese boats, for instance, would
bring spies to the Pacific Coast almost
every week. On every ship that came
over here there were a certain number.
of these people who immediately would
report to the consul, leave their papers
there, and go on. Of course the Director
of the Bureau and the agents were keen-
ly interested in not having any foreign-
inspired sabotage such as took place
during the First World War when the
Black Tom explosion occurred. It in-
volved some $63 million. I am pleased
to state at this time we did not have any
foreign inspired sabotage during World
War II.

I do not take complete credit for this
on behalf of the Bureau. We had tre-
mendous help from Military Intelligence,
G-2, Naval Intelligence, all of the local
sheriffs' offices, and other police officers
throughout the United States, which
made it possible for us to keep sabotage
to a minimum. Most of the espionage
agents were identified and apprehended.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, I want the
RECORD to show I am not in any way
attempting to speak for Mr. Hoover, Di-
rector of the FBI. I am speaking only
for myself. It has always been the
policy of the Director to not comment
on matters which have to do with poli-
cies outside the operation of the FBI.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to state for
the record the specific objections which
I have to the original bill, so that they
will be there as a part of the perma-
nent REcORD.

First. It is extremely difficult to moni-
tor burst types of transmission. While
the United States might well monitor the

No. 171', 2

broadcast over a period of time during
which the broadcast would not pose a se-
curity threat to our Nation, the fact re-
mains the Soviet, particularly, could sud-
denly change frequency, get their mes-
sage across, and then go off the air.

Second. Establishment of stations in
the United States by the Soviet and their
bloc nations obviously puts the Soviet in
a position to pose questions to their in-
stallations here and get immediate an-
swers. The proposed setup would give
the Soviet an almost immediate means
of communication and thus puts them in
a position to relay information and take
action thereon more rapidly.

Third. It is well known that Soviet es-
pionage operations are tightly controlled
from Moscow. The new system of radio
contact would permit them instantane-
ous control rather than waiting for dip-
lomatic pouch replies, a relatively slow
method of sending and receiving mes-
sages. The new system would, therefore,
obtain for the Soviet immediate control
and constant control.

Fourth. Enactment of this bill would
make pussible establishment by foreign
governments-potentially hostile to the
United States-of instantaneous com-
munications facilities which might be
used to the great detriment of security
of this country. Such facilities might
even be used to indicate the exact mo-
ment an attack on the United States
would be most successful.,.

Fifth. Once radio transmitters are in-
stalled by foreign governments, there is
no way to effectively assure that the for-
eign government radio operations are
within its authorization. Even the best
monitoring installations and equipment
could not assure that the foreign gov-
ernment would not take advantage of
the authorized installations to sneak use
of higher powered equipment, high speed
radio transmissions, or different radio
frequencies in handling communications
adverse to the interests of the United
States.

It would appear that the United States
could not allow the authorized operation
without making some attempts to police
it. This would require a considerable
expenditure in manpower and facilities,
even though there could be no assurance
that the policing operation would be
completely successful.

Sixth. The rapidly expanding use of
radio equipment within the United
States and throughout the world has
already created a problem in connec-
tion with the assignment of' radio com-
munications frequencies. Allowing for-
eign governments to establish radio
transmitters within this country would
further increase this problem and might
result in action detrimental to the in-
terests of U.S. commercial radio com-
panies.

Seventh. Foreign government embas-
sies are usually located in residential
neighborhoods. Operation of radio
transmitters in such neighborhoods
might cause considerable interference
to the television and radio sets of citizens
in the area. In such cases, the diplo-
matic immunity of the establishment

would leave no recourse for the citizen
and voter.

Eighth. According to Acting Secre-
tary of State Ball's testimony before
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee on June 21, 1962, in support of S.
3252-same as H.R. 11732-the reason
for this bill is to provide the State De-
partment with a rapid means of com-
munication with its "newer posts
throughout the world-in Africa, Asia,
and Latin America." He said, "Prob-
lem before us is not communication with
such major capitals as London and Paris
or Bonn."

Mr. Speaker, as to the history of this
bill, 2 weeks ago we had a rather hurried
meeting of the Committee on Rules in
order to try to get out some non-
controversial bills in order to have some
fillers last week. We considered some
eight bills and seven of them were re-
ported. Five passed, I believe, on an oral
vote. I think only one of them required
a record vote. This was the other bill,
with the exception of the freight for-
warders' bill, which was continued over,
and it was tabled yesterday. We did not
have too much time to read and study
the bills; the meeting being called rather
rapidly in order to try and cooperate. I
did not have an opportunity to thorough-
ly read and study the report on the bill
until after it was sent out under the 1-
hour rule. I then spoke with our distin-
guished Speaker, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MCCORMACK], and
told the Speaker my problem. He told
the distinguished majority leader, the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERTI,
not to set this bill up for consideration
until I had had an opportunity to study
and make appropriate inquiries.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say to you
and our distinguished majority leader
that I appreciate the cooperation which
has been extended to me not only on this
bill but on each and every other request
I have made of both of you during the
time you were majority leader, as well as
Speaker of the House.

Mr. Speaker, I discussed this matter
with four men in the Department of
State. I learned that the representatives
of the of the Department of State do not
share the concern which I have in regard
to this measure, as much as I have in-
dicated on my part. They indicated to
me they did not think it would be as I
feel it could be. In any event, after sev-
eral discussions, certain language was
worked out as an amendment, which the
State Department agreed to accept. The
language would be to this effect: It pro-
vides that the President may authorize
a foreign government under such terms
and conditions as he may prescribe to
construct and operate at the seat of the
Government of the United States a low-
power radio station in the fixed service
at or near the site of the embassy or
legation of such foreign government for
transmission of its messages to points
outside the United States.

Mr. Speaker, this is reciprocal. It has
to be worked out so that we may have
such transmission station located in the
foreign countries, and they may have
one here.
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Mr. Speaker, the language which I am
suggesting will change the purport of the
bill in this way where in section (d) it
states: "The President may," I intend to
offer an amendment to this effect: "pro-
vided he determines it to be consistent
with and in the interest of national se-
curity."

Maybe you will say to me that this
language is like being against sin, or
something of that kind. But at least
this calls it to the attention of the Presi-
dent of the United States. There will
have to be some definite finding, in my
opinion, that it is consistent with and
in the interest of our national security.
I hope that it will be determined on a
top level, by the President, himself, and
not by some career individual in the
State Department. That due and deep
consideration will be given so that the
matter is handled in a way that the na-
tional security of the United States of
America is not in any way injured in
extending the privileges under this par-
ticular legislation.

If this is agreed upon, I told the State
Department I would support the bill and
I told the very able chairman of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. HARRIS]. He agreed to accept
the amendment and in turn, in view of
the fact that both of us had engage-
ments Tuesday on other official business,
which we had had for some considerable
period of time, we specifically asked the
leadership to place this bill on the sus-
pension calendar last Monday. It was
No. 13, and when we reached it we were
about ready to adjourn, and some other
problem arose. So it was decided to
consider the bill today under the rule
which had been previously granted.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I simply
want to concur in what the gentleman
has said. I would like to compliment
him on the fine way in which he has
gone into the problem, and for having
obtained information justifying this ac-
tion. His understanding is the same as
that which I had. I agreed to the
amendment. I feel it does offer greater
protection. I agreed also with the pur-
poses and intent of the legislation and
that the President should have that au-
thority. This language strengthens it,
and again I compliment the gentleman
for his assistance to us in that regard.

Mr. SMhITH of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman. I
should like to make one more statement.
Some of my friends have said that in
view of the farm bill and the higher edu-
cation bill, my amended language might
be taken out in the Senate. I person-
ally have no fear of that. I have not
tried to clear that with the State De-
partment or with the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS]. I think the
State Department desires this bill, even
with the amendment in it and I think
the Senate will probably pass the House
bill. I doubt very much that we will
have any conference report coming back
with this language deleted. If it does

happen, I will have to acknowledge sim-
ply that I was naive, and I -ill have
to apologize.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
compliment the gentleman on his state-
ment. I think we are fortunate, in-
deed, to have a man of the caliber of
the gentleman from California in the
House; a man who has had vast experi-
ence in the intelligence field, and in his
supervisory capacity as a special agent
for the Federal Bureau of Investigation
for quite a number of years.

I, too, share his concern, having been
exposed to the same type of background
and training.

I am a member of the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee and dur-
ing the course of our hearings I at-
tempted to question Mr. Ball of the
State Department concerning the pos-
sibility that these messages could be in-
tercepted or jammed in one way or
another. The indication was that they
could. We should point out, however,
that we are not dealing with a broad-
casting station; we are dealing with
what they call a low-power point-to-
point radio station. I asked Mr. Ball
also, as did other members of the com-
mittee, whether or not this legislation
had been-I will not use the word
"cleared"--but discussed with the pres-
ent intelligence agencies such as the
Federal Bureau of Investgiation and the
CIA. The indication was that it had
been discussed with them and that they
approved this legislation, as set forth on
page 2 of the report.

As I indicated, I do share the concern
of the gentleman from California relative
to the wisdom of legislation of this na-
ture. It was pointed out by the repre-
sentatives of the State Department that
there is a great need as far as U.S. agen-
cies overseas are concerned to have com-
munication with Washington through
this means. However, some of the fdr-
eign countries are reluctant to grant this
privilege to us unless they have what
they call reciprocity; that is, the same
right to set up similar stations here in
the District of Columbia.

I look upon this bill with a great deal
of reluctance, having had experience,
knowing of the case of a radio station on
Long Island during the war which was
used to have communication with the
Nazis when they were our enemies. The
gentleman in the well knows better than
I the dangers involved.

Mr. SMITH of California. I thank
the gentleman from Ohio. I know of his
long experience in the Bureau and his
wonderful service there. I do appreciate
his comments.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no objection to
the rule, and I have no further requests
for time.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move

that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the

State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11732) to amend sec-
tion 305 of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the House resolved itself

into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 11732, with
Mr. BAILEY in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
By unanimous consent, the first read-

ing of the bill was dispensed with.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself 10 minutes.
Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen-

tleman from California [Mr. SMITH], a
member of the Committee on Rules, has
given to the House a very detailed report
and explanation of the background of
this legislation since it reached the Com-
mittee on Rules. At the time when I
appeared seeking a rule-and the rule
was granted-the questions which ;he
gentleman from California [Mr. SMITH]
asked helped to clear up some of the
thinking on this important matter. I
want to express my thanks again to the
gentleman from California for his dili-
gence and his efforts and wholehearted
assistance with reference to this highly
important and, I may say, somewhat
sensitive problem.

I also want to comment on the fact
that the gentlelady from Illinois [Mrs.
CHURCH] expressed some interest in this
proposal a few days ago. She is always
diligent in matters before this Congress,
and we appreciate the enlightenment
she has given us from her discussions
and consideration, having been such a
valuable member of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs over such a long period
of time and having contributed so much.

The interest she has shown in this
matter has, in my judgment, contributed
a great deal.

Mr. Chairman, this is a highly impor-
tant piece of legislation. Although it
appears to be simple, being a very short
bill, and has for its purpose a delegation
of authority to the President of the
United States, in this particular limited
field regarding communications, it is, in
my judgment, one of the most impor-
tant pieces of legislation we have had
in the field of our foreign relations and,
particularly, the procedures we have
with reference to communications and
the carrying out of our foreign programs
and our policies.

Mr. Chairman, our committee held
hearings on this legislation which would
amend section 305 of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934. It is recommended
by the administration through the De-
partment of State.

We have the usual reports which are
included in the hearings that are avail-
able, reports from the Executive Office of
the President, the General Counsel of
the Department of Defense, a rather
lengthy report from the Federal Com-
munications Commission which is in-
cluded in the report, another one from
the Department of Justice and then, of
course, the usual report from the Depart-
ment of State. They are all included in
the hearings.
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In addition to that, the Under Secre-
tary of State, the Honorable George W.
Ball, appeared and testified before the
committee on this matter and on its im-
rortance and why this legislation was
needed. That, of course, is in the hear-
ings that are available as well.

Following public hearings, there were
certain questions that members of the
committee had. We then went into ex-
ecutive session at which, in an off-the-
record session, Mr. Ball indicated to us
certain other information that would
give a better understanding about the
reasons for this program and its pur-
poses.

From these hearings and reports and
from the consideration the committee
gave to it, the committee was thoroughly
convinced of the need for this legisla-
tion and, therefore, reported the bill. It
was not unanimously reported at the
time. There were one or two members
of the committee who were not altogether
satisfied because of the sensitiveness of
it and because of some of the possibilities
that probably could develop. They had
in their minds some of the same ques-
tions which were in the mind of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. SMITH], of
the Committee on Rules. It was because
of these feelings that I, together with
others, agreed with the gentleman from
California [Mr. SMITH] on the amend-
ment which he explained to you a mo-
ment ago, in an effort to be doubly sure
that at least the Congress intends this
to be used in the interest of the United
States and for the security of the United
States.

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Government,
and specifically the Department of State,
has been hampered in the conduct of its
foreign relations over the years by defi-
ciencies in the available commercial
telegraph channels between Washington
and many areas of the world. In today's
tempo of international developments, it
is imperative that the President, through
the Secretary of State, have available to
him immediate on the spot reports from
widely dispersed areas. Neither com-
mercial enterprise nor diplomatic de-
mands have stimulated many foreign
communications administrations to equip
themselves to provide the dependable
around-the-clock telegraph service
which the U.S. Government now requires.

From most European countries and
certain other selected areas the com-
mercial service is good and dependable.
From a limited number of countries we
have high quality, high volume, U.S.
military operated services. In the re-
maining areas the Department of State
has endeavored to install and operate
its own radio communications channels.
These efforts have been impeded pri-
marily by the fact that existing U.S. law
prohibits the operation of similar facil-
ities by foreign nationals in the United
States.

After weighing very carefully the
considerations of national security, the
impact on the American commercial car-
riers, and the possible problems of fre-
quency assignment, international regis-
tration and so forth, the Department of
State has concluded that it is imperative
in the national interest that steps be

taken to facilitate the establishment of
operating radio stations in many of our
missions abroad and that the only rea-
sonable avenue toward this end lies in
the creation of means to grant foreign
missions in Washington similar privi-
lege. The proposed amendment to the
Communications Act would give the
President power to authorize negotiation
of selected bilateral agreements under
which such foreign missions could on a
reciprocal basis operate radio transmit-
ters from their Washington chanceries.

The committee is convinced that
agreements will contain sufficient con-
trols to preclude harmful interference
with other U.S. radio operations and that
the balance of advantage would be in
favor of the U.S. Government. It there-
fore recommends passage of the proposed
amendment.

In the course of examination of the
proposed bill the committee satisfied it-
self that the. Department of State has
based its proposal to regularize and ex-
pand its radio-telegraph operations, not
on conjectural future possibilities but on
recorded instances of serious delays in
the past. One such delay played a part
in the loss of the life of a Foreign Serv-
ice officer.

In the first delicate days of the crisis
in the Congo, in a situation of civil strife
in Algeria, in the chaotic period follow-
ing the assassination of Trujillo and in
many similar situations, our posts
abroad have been denied access to in-
ternational telegraph facilities and thus
lost entirely their effectiveness in re-
porting to Washington. In every case
it would have been practical to have had
radio equipment at the post, regularly
operated or held in reserve for such
emergencies, to fill the gap.

The committee has further satisfied
itself that the course of action proposed
is in conformity with the normal diplo-
matic practice of most other nations.
Many of our principal allies freely grant
the right of diplomatic radio operation
on a reciprocal basis. It is clearly ap-
parent that the Department of State has
investigated the reasonable alternative
actions without uncovering any other
satisfactory solution.

In summary the need for assured, rap-
id and secure communications between
the Department and our posts abroad
is patent. Existing commercial capabil-
ities in many areas do not now and can-
not be expected in the near future to
satisfy this need. The U.S. Government
cannot usurp the privilege of operating
radio transmitters abroad without ex-
tending similar privilege to foreign
diplomatic missions in Washington.

The Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce therefore recommends to
the Congress passage of H.R. 11732.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman brought
in the subject of the Congo. Are the
United Nations mercenaries or any of
the United Nations headquarters equip-
ped with radio transmitting facilities in
the Congo?

Mr. HARRIS. We have on informa-
tion to that effect, and I do not know.

Mr. GROSS. This was not developed
in your hearings?

Mr. HARRIS. No, it was not discussed
because this is a bilateral thing we have
here in which we are interested for our
own purposes and our own security.
This is not a matter about which the
United Nations is concerned. We do this
for our own protection.

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle-
man this question: There is nothing in
the bill as to the limitation of wattage,
is there?

Mr. HARRIS. Nothing specifically in
the bill, but in the course of the hearings
it was stated and it is stated in the re-
port that these must be low-powered
stations not to exceed 400 watts.

Mr. GROSS. What frequency or fre-
quencies are suggested?

Mr. HARRIS. I do not believe we have
set out any specific frequencies in the
bill. That is a matter which the Presi-
dent would decide after consultation
with the Federal Communications Com-
mission.

Mr. GROSS. Was there a determina-
tion of the effective range of the trans-
mitters, we will say those located in
Washington?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes. That matter was
discussed during the course of the hear-
ings, and in the committee in executive
session. It is very clear that in order
to effectively utilize this procedure it
would be necessary to have relay sta-
tions. We have such relay stations our-
selves.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is speak-
ing now, if the gentleman will permit an
interruption, of the U.S. global commu-
nications system otherwise known as
Globecom?

Mr. HARRIS. No. I am talking about
relay stations we have in certain places,
which could be used. Such low-power
facilities together with relay stations
would be effective. Other nations may
not have such relay stations. For that
reason, I am not so sure we are going
to have too many requests for authority
under this legislation at the present
time. Maybe later on, but not now.

Mr. GROSS. What would be the ef-
fective range of one of these transmit-
ters located in an embassy in Wash-
ington?

Mr. HARRIS. May I say this varies
according to conditions. Under ordinary
circumstances, I would say 400 miles but
uncer ideal conditions it could be more.

Mr. GROSS. You say it would be im-
possible to reach the Middle East with a
400-watt transmitter in a foreign em-
bassy in Washington.

Mr. HARRIS. Not directly, but with
a relay station, yes.

Mr. GROSS. For this purpose. If
there was one in the Russian Embassy,
it would be possible to reach a subma-
rine between Washington and the Mid-
dle East?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes, the gentleman is
correct. That is true.

We have an amendment that we in-
tend to offer here, and the intention of
the committee is that this will be appli-
cable, and the President will use it only

1962 19117



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE Septc-:rber 21

where we have an understanding with
friendly countries and where our security
is involved. It is not anticipated that
such agreements will be reached as the
gentleman might have indicated.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. BRAY. How prevalent is allow-
ing another country to place a radio sta-
tion in an embassy? For instance, we
have in the United States today how
many, or in England, where they have
an agreement where other countries have
radio transmission stations?

Mr. HARRIS. I may say to the gen-
tleman, as I stated in my previous state-
ment here, as far as England is con-
cerned we have commercial facilities
available and we do not need it.

The British Government, however, has
always permitted foreign embassies to
operate their own radio stations as an
extension of the diplomatic pouch.

Mr. BRAY. Hew general is that?
Let us take France. Is she one of the
countries that has transmitting sta-
tions-or Russia? How general is what
we are contemplating doing, how gen-
eral has that been?

Mr. HARRIS. I may say in certain
areas it has not been done as far as
we are concerned at all because there
is no authority in the law at the pres-
ent time. In other countries, as in the
case of Great Britain, this has been done.

Mr. BRAY. I mean with reference to
other countries is this a general idea
in which we are behind-I do not think
we are behind-but different from other
countries, or are we starting something
new?

Mr. HARRIS. I do not know what
the law is and do not know the pro-
cedure in other countries as to what ar-
rangements they have with reference to
communications with other countries.

Mr. BRAY. If the gentleman will
yield further, the gentleman does not
know whether any other country in the
world has such an agreement as this
legislation proposes?

Mr. HARRIS. I do not know which
other countries have or not. I assume
that they have tried to arrange their own
programs as we do, programs which in
our opinion would be in the best inter-
est of our own. country.

(Mr. HARRIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, there
has been some suggestion that passage
of H.R. 11732, which would make pos-
sible the authorization of diplomatic
radio transmitting stations in foreign
embassies in Washington, would be in-
imical to the internal security of the
United States.

After careful consideration of all fac-
tors involved I have concluded that such
stations, operated under the specified
controls, would represent no threat to
the national security.

There is a great need to have efficient
and rapid communications with our
posts abroad. The United States is one
of the few remaining nations not afford-

ing to foreign diplomatic representatives
the right of communication by diplo-
matic radio. However, we cannot avail
ourselves of the opportunity to establish
such communications because by exist-
ing law we cannot provide a reciprocal
right in this country. H.R. 11732 will
correct this situation. Accordingly, I
support this measure and urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. YOUNGER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, this
measure comes from our committee
without record opposition. In my opin-
ion an adequate legislative history has
been made so that there will be no ques-
tion as to the intent of Congress in con-
nection with this legislation and the use
of these stations.

Mr. Chairman, I learned of a case the
other day where even in one of the South
American. countries there was a situ-
ation on which our Embassy was trying
to reach Washington, it took them 2
days in order to get a message back to
our own country in connection with that
affair down there. There certainly is a
need for this. I think most of the con-
cern can be obviated because, certainly,
the power of any of these stations or any
of the embassies could be cut off at any
time. So I do not anticipate that there
will be any use by unfriendly countries
in connection with the stations.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNGER. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. POFF. The committee report dif-
ferentiates between point-to-point radio
stations, which are contemplated in this
legislation, and so-called broadcasting
stations. Does that language in the
committee report intend to convey that
the broadcasts made by these stations
could be received only at a specific point,
and with specialized receiving equip-
ment?

Mr. YOUNGER. It is supposed to be
used only between embassies.

Mr. POFF. If the gentleman will yield
further, as a practical matter would it
be possible for a receiving set near the
location of the broadcasting station to
receive the transmission from that
station?

Mr. YOUNGER. I could not answer
the gentleman on that question. That
is a technical matter, and I have no in-
formation on that.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me at that point?

Mr. YOUNGER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. As I understand it,
this type station has a directional an-
tenna, and that directional antenna
points to only a certain point where re-
ception can be obtained.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNGER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. I am certainly not

opposed to the purpose nor the intent
of this legislation. But I think we should
explore some of the possibilities and
probabilities that go hand in hand with
a new program of this nature. One is
the fact that the probability of the de-
struction of a U.S. transmitting station
in a foreign Embassy in some areas of
the world is far more likely, of course,
in time of bitter civil strife in those
countries than it would be here in the
United States. I would hope that there
would be some means by which we could
insist that the executive withdraw a re-
ciprocal agreement at least where it ap-
peared that the situation, conditions, or
circumstances in a given country were
such that we might risk the destruction
of a facility where there is deep inter-
nal strife.

We know from the record that on oc-
casion there have been instances of at-
tack against American embassies abroad.
Of course, this has never happened here
in the United States. Since we cannot
write this into the bill, I again say that
I hope if such a situation does occur
that the executive, using the powers
granted to it in this bill, would be able
to cancel any reciprocal agreement
where it appeared in good judgment to
be in the best interest and welfare of
this country.

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, in
answer to the gentleman's question I
think it is covered in the bill. He has
the right to revoke. I am glad the gen-
tleman brought up the point, because it
makes the legislative history indelibly
clear on that point.

Mr. COLLIER. I understood that he
had the right to revoke; although this
is permissive, it is not something that
is written into the bill in a manner that
would make it incumbent on the execu-
tive to do that.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNGER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I no-
tice on page 2 of the bill the conditions
under which these permits are to be
granted. The first is "where he deter-
mines that the authorization would be
consistent with the national interest of
the United States" and second, "where
such foreign government has provided
reciprocal privileges to the United States
to construct and operate radio stations
within territories subject to its jurisdic-
tion."

Does that second clause eliminate or
include Soviet Russia and Red China?

Mr. YOUNGER. In the first place we
have no embassy in Red China. But it
would include Russia.

Mr. CRAMER. In other words, Russia
gives the United States reciprocal priv-
ileges and therefore they would have re-
ciprocal privileges?

Mr. YOUNGER. If they gave us the
right to establish a station in our Em-
bassy in Moscow then we could give them
the right to establish a station in their
Embassy in Washington. But it is not
mandatory that we negotiate such a deal.

Mr. CRAMER. And if such a station
were established through reciprocity, in
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Washington, that same shortwave radio
could be used for transmitting messages
to Havana, Cuba, could it not?

Mr. YOUNGER. Not necessarily, ac-
cording to the bill. And if that were
done we could revoke the license for
that station.

Mr. CRAMER. How could it be pre-
vented or avoided? If you gave them a
license to establish a station or per-
mitted them to have a low-power point-
to-point radio station, how could you
prevent the people in Cuba setting up a
receiving station and getting direct in-
formation from the Russian Embassy
in Washington?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. YOUNGER. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I think
before we go too far with this kind of
discussion it should be made abundantly
clear that I cannot conceive of any
agreement that would be reached that
would be applicable to the Soviet Union
or Red China. In the first place, there
has got to be an agreement, a reciprocal
arrangement, between two countries.
Let us not kid ourselves, we are not go-
ing to agree to it ourselves, and let us
not think for one moment that Russia
would ever agree to such an agreement.
And we know certainly that Red China
would not. Besides, we do not have
diplomatic relations with Red China;
therefore, there could not be an agree-
ment.

In the second place, it would be un-
necessary, because there are plenty of
commercial facilities available in Russia
which we use and which they use in this
country. This bill is not for that kind
of situation at all. We would not have
that kind of problem and it is not antici-
pated that we would. I do not think we
should give the impression that that is
what might happen.

Mr. YOUNGER. I answered the
question and said that it was possible
under the bill, and I think it is possible
under the bill; not that it is going to be
done, but there is no prohibition here
against granting such permission to
Russia.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further to me?

Mr. YOUNGER. I yield.
Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is cor-

rect; the President would have the au-
thority.

Mr. YOUNGER. That is right.
Mr. HARRIS. But we have got to

make the record clear that under the
circumstances and conditions it would
not be expected to happen and it is not
so intended.

Mr. YOUNGER. That is correct.
Mr. HARRIS. And the amendment

that is going to be offered by the gentle-
man from California [Mr. SMITH] makes
it even more abundantly clear that it
will not be.

Mr. YOUNGER. That is correct.
Mr. CRAMER. The point the gentle-

man has brought out is exactly the
point I was trying to get at based on
the language of the bill itself. There is
no prohibition against the United States

giving such a right to the Soviet Union.
The further question I asked was, Is
there any prohibition against or any way
we could control, if that permission were
given, the setting up of a receiving sta-
tion in Havana, Cuba, so that this radio
station at the Embassy in Washington
could be used to contact Havana, Cuba?

Mr. YOUNGER. May I answer that
question by saying that there is com-
munication between the United States
and Havana, Cuba, now, and un-
doubtedly Russia is using that with their
code messages. That cannot be stopped.

Mr. CRAMER. I understood the pur-
pose of the legislation was to provide for
the transmission of messages to points
outside the United States, and that it is
needed in order to enable the U.S. Gov-
ernment to offer reciprocity when at-
tempting to secure permission from for-
eign governments for the establishment
by the United States of radio stations in
their countries. So I assume the ob-
jective is to give the United States, as
the report indicates, communication
media that will better serve their pur-
poses than is presently available.

Mr. YOUNGER. That is correct.
Mr. CRAMER. Therefore, if the same

permission were given to the Soviet
Union by reciprocity, that better com-
munications system, which I assume is
more secret as well, could be made avail-
able between the Russian Embassy in the
United States and Cuba. Is that right
or wrong?

Mr. YOUNGER. I think it may be
technically correct, but I do not believe
that it would be used for that purpose.
As the gentleman from Mississippi points
out, with the directional antenna I doubt
if they could use that and at the same
time communicate with Cuba.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNGER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. According to what
the gentleman from Florida has said, it
is my understanding these agreements
are based on point-to-point broadcasts.
The point-to-point broadcasts are made
by directional antennas. Unless we en-
tered into some kind of an agreement
with Cuba or with the Soviet Govern-
ment to permit them to broadcast to
Cuba, they would not be able to do so.
That is my understanding of the
legislation.

Mr. CRAMER. I understand that is
the objective. The last thing I would
suggest would be that the committee
would knowingly, intentionally, or pur-
posely bring to the floor of the House a
bill that would permit such a thing to
happen. But I say that in writing the
language of the bill, I wonder if perhaps
by oversight or otherwise such a thing
is not actually being done. What would
prevent the Soviet Embassy in Washing-
ton, D.C., if they get a broadcasting li-
cense, from turning that antenna at mid-
night to Cuba when it is a station-to-
station setup? You might say that if we
find that out we can revoke it, but that
is not the point.

Mr. YOUNGER. I did not say that. I
did not say anything about revoking it.
I say you are setting up certain condi-

tions that I do not believe are going to
exist. They would not need that. They
have plenty of clandestine radio stations
now. We are not naive enough to think
that they do not have ample communi-
cation. This is supposed to be between
our country and our representatives in
other countries, and for our benefit. It
is for those countries where we do not
now have communication. We have
plenty of communication systems be-
tween here and Moscow.

Mr. CRAMER. I agree wholeheart-
edly with the objective of the legislation,
let me say; but I have considerable res-
ervations about not writing into the leg-
islation itself stronger language that
would prevent the misuse of these chan-
nels and of these licenses which are be-
ing provided for specifically through this
legislation that do not now exist.

Mr. YOUNGER. I think the gentle-
man from Florida is a very competent
and able attorney. If he knows how to
write into a law language to prevent peo-
ple'from breaking that law, he will have
something that we need very badly here
in Washington, especially with the Crim-
inal Code.

Mr. CRAMER. I think it would be a
very simple matter to provide specifically
in this proviso, as an amendment to it,
that they would not give permission to
any country, and specifically the Soviet
Union, to be used in any manner to set
up communications with Havana, Cuba.

Mr. YOUNGER. Were you here, and
did you hear the gentleman from Cali-
fornia's amendment? I think it places
the responsibility where it actually be-
longs. I doubt that there.is going to be
any violation of that.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. HErIPHILL].

(Mr. HEMPHILL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEMPI-HILL. Mr. Chairman, I
want to face some facts here, and some
of the things I am going to say are.not
going to be very nice. Before I do, let
me thank the distinguished gentleman
from California whose experience as an
FBI agent and his character and integ-
rity in the House reflect honor upon his
country. He is interested in this legis-
lation and I want to thank him for the
assistance he gave to me and to the Con-
gress and to the country in his efforts
in connection with this legislation.

I am under no illusion about world
conditions. I am one of those people
who still recognizes the fact that this is a
Christian nation and since the Com-
munists seek to destroy it, they seek to
destroy not only Christianity but our
Nation and our way of life; I am under
no illusion about it. When people talk
to me about reciprocal agreements with
Communist countries or neutral coun-
tries, I recognize in the history of the
foreign affairs of this country in the last
two decades a pattern in which no agree-
ment that we have entered into, so far as
I can determine, with any country of that
character has been for our best interests
primarily. The Communists do not
enter into agreements, and the neutrals
do not enter into agreements, unless they
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can gain far more than we hope to gain,
and they have taken advantage time
after time of the largess and the
Christianity of our people and our tax-
payers' dollars. So when this legisla-
tion came up, knowing a little bit about
radio transmission although not a whole
lot, I saw the danger in this.

Now suppose we make an agreement
with the Indian Embassy uptown to the
effect that we will put a radio transmis-
sion station in New Delhi and that they
will put one up in Washington. Then
Mennon, the man who took our money
to buy Russian planes, as I understand,
will immediately effectuate some sort of
an agreement under which there will be
transmitted from Washington anything
that the Communists wish, because India
wishes to remain neutral and has its
hand out to Russia as well as to the
United States.

Now that may be a naive approach,
but I would rather be naive because I
have a feeling that world conditions are
closing in on us, and I have a feeling that
we are coming to a place in history where
as a nation we must determine whether
the future of this sphere we call
the earth shall be Christian or slave. I
do not want to further the effort of the
Communists in any way. When I put
in the additional views on the legislation
I had ample reason. We had one day's
hearings on this and at about 11:55 a.m.
a Mr. Craven, of the Federal Communi-
cations Commission, came to the witness
stand. He did not have time to finish.
He put in a statement. I would like just
to quote some of the things that are in
that statement. He says:

At the outset I wish to make clear that the
Commission is not in a position to evaluate
the need of the Department of State for this
legislation. Nor is the Commission in a
position to assess the extent of the security
problem-an area, in which we have no expe-
rience or expertness.

So in effect what was happening was
that the Federal Communications for
some reason was passing the buck. He
went on to say:

There are several problems which arise
with respect to matters within the Com-
mission's Jurisdiction, and I would like to
refer to briefly: First, the scarcity of fre-
quencies in the 4 to 27.5 megacycles fre-
quency range used for most long-distance
communications and in which the proposed
stations would be expected to operate.

Here is what; has happened: We are
becoming involved on a reciprocal basis
in an area of the ratio transmitting
spectrum in which there is not a great
deal of room. We are enabling some of
these foreign countries to take places in
the transmitting field which could well
be reserved for the education of Ameri-
cans or for other good purposes.

He goes on to say further:
Second, the potential interference to U.S.

radio stations which could result.

If this Cuba thing erupts, you are not
going to smile at the breakfast table and
enjoy life as you have been. People are
going to die and we people here in Wash-
ington, D.C., those presently enjoying
diplomatic privileges, Members of Con-
gress, and others are going to feel very

severe results. It could result in the
jamming of civil defense channels in the
spectrum from 4 to 27.5 megacycles.

Aviation experience in the war teaches
us that a transmitter can be changed in
10 seconds and the direction of a direc-
tional antenna can be changed in 30
seconds.

Then, again, directional radio is not
narrowly confined or nearly as direc-
tional as might be supposed. For in-
stance, a directional radio beam from
Richmond, Va., would be an estimated
45 miles wide right here in Washington,
D.C. Not only is that true, but the ter-
ritorial waters do not extend too far
beyond Washington, D.C. There is a
possibility of the potential setting up of
a spy network. If I thought we were
going to set up a good spy network, I
would be for it, but experience dims my
thinking in this regard.

Next, Mr. Craven said, is the problem
of enforcement and surveillance. Here
is what we are doing. We are giving
these foreigners on a reciprocal basis
certain things which we do not give our
own people, the taxpaying people of the
United States.

The fourth point Mr. Craven brings
up is possible loss of revenue by U.S. com-
munications common carriers as a result
of traffic being diverted to the proposed
embassy radio stations.

I asked who was going to make the de-
cisions, and the Under Secretary of
State said the State Department was.
That concerned me considerably as I
thought about the safety and security of
the American people for the future.

One other thing. I asked why some
country should take millions of dollars of
our money and not give us a radio sta-
tion, and they said they wanted to be
dignified about it. Yes; they want to be
dignified. They want one hand in your
pocket and a transmitter at your ear, but
they do not want to give us anything for
it. They have no friendship for us, and
they do not want to do it reciprocally.
That is no basis for any kind of dealing
at all.

I have every confidence in the Presi-
dent, no matter who is President, while
in the State Department I do not have
that confidence. They could make an
agreement with a foreign country, and
he could say: "You can transmit on such
and such a frequency, and we will trans-
mit on such and such a frequency in
your country."

They will have a station set up in 10
days. We will find all sorts of trouble
setting our stations up. We are so hon-
est in this country, we would not jam
these frequencies, but they would jam
ours. That is the situation which could
exist.

The gentleman from California said
the thing would be tightly controlled.
The legislation does not say that, the re-
port does not say that, and the testimony
does not say that. He was speaking his
and my hope that it will be tightly con-
trolled.

This is just a little thing. I do not
think the passage or the lack of passage
of this legislation is going to make or
break the Nation. It is just a part of the

pattern-one of the dangers, one of the
loopholes, one of the places where we are
reciprocating, one of the places where we
use the word "reciprocate" when we have
been reciprocating a long time.

This is dangerous legislation.
The CHAIRMAN. If there are no

further requests for time, the Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 305 of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended, is further amended by ad-
dition of a new section as follows:

"(d) The provisions of section 301 and
303 of this Act notwithstanding, the Presi-
dent may authorize a foreign government,
under such terms and conditions as he may
prescribe, to construct and operate at the
seat of government of the United States a
low-power radio station in the fixed service
at or near the site of the embassy or legation
of such foreign government for transmission
of its messages to points outside the United
States, where he determines that the author-
ization would be consistent with the na-
tional interest of the United States and
where such foreign government has provided
substantial reciprocal privileges to the United
States to construct and operate radio stations
within territories subject to its Jurisdiction.
Foreign government stations authorized
pursuant to the provisions of this subsec-
tion shall conform to such rules and regula-
tions as the President may prescribe. The
authorization of such stations, and the re-
newal, modification, suspension, revocation,
or other termination of such authority shall
be in accordance with such procedures as
may be established by the President and
shall not be subject to the other provisions
of this Act or of the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act."

With the following committee amend-
ments :

Page 1, line 4, strike out "section" and
insert in lieu thereof "subsection".

Page 2, line 2, after "United States,", in-
sert "but only (1)".

Page 2, line 4, after "and", insert "(2)".
Page 2, line 5, strike out "substantial".

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by MIr. SMnrr of Cali-

fornia: On page 1, line 7, after the word
"may" insert "provided he determines it to
be consistent with and in the interest of
national security".

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I attempted to explain the purpose
of this amendment in the presentation
of the rule, and I do not believe it is
necessary for me to repeat any of the
information at this time. The basic
purpose of it is this: It is my hope under
this language that the President will
use his best judgment and advice so that
this legislation will not in any way jeo-
pardize the national security of the
United States of America.

I commend the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. HEMPHILL] for the excel-
lent statement he made. It was his
statements in the minority views that
brought this subject to my mind. I am
concerned with the same worries which
the gentleman has. However, I have
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proposed this language with the hope
that it will satisfy what I have in mind
and that it will not harm the national
security. I cannot assure anyone what
its ultimate result will be, and I may be
all wrong. However, it is the best I
can do, and I have agreed to support
the bill with this language in it, which
language has been accepted by the State
Department and by the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. HARRIS].

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Could the gentle-
man say whether under this legislation
as it is now written, giving the authority
to the President to prescribe rules and
regulations and other determinations,
the President could delegate the author-
ity which he has to any other persons
such as the Secretary of State or the
Secretary of Commerce, or to any other
person in the executive branch of the
Government?

Mr. SMITH of California. There
would not be any question in my own
mind but that the President could del-
egate the authority, if he so desired.
However, we use such a phrase as this
in other legislation where such author-
ity is given to the President of the United
States, or to other Departments. Some
suggestion was made that in this matter
the president personally be required to
make the decision. That would be going
a little bit too far, to ask the President of
the United States to accept language
such as that, regardless as to whether it
was President Eisenhower or President
Kennedy, or some future President of the
United States. But to answer the gen-
tleman's question, yes, I think he can del-
egate such authority, but I hope he will
not. I hope through the information he
has through the CIA, through the State
Department and through all the other
sources that he should have at his com-
mand, and the President is the only in-
dividual in the United States of America
where all of these organizations can fun-
nel information to him, I certainly hope
he would use his every personal effort to
make certain that all of these reciprocal
agreements will not be detrimental in
any way to our national security.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. If the gentleman will
yield further, is there any way we can
determine whether or not the President
will know what is involved in these rules
and regulations and the terms and con-
ditions that are prescribed in this leg-
islation? Is someone in the State De-
partment going to make the decisions
without the President really knowing
what the reciprocal arrangement would
be?

Mr. SMITH of California. I hope not,
but I cannot answer that question, of
course. I cannot answer the gentle-
man's question in that respect at this
time.

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

(Mrs. CHURCH asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her
remarks.)

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, the
chairman of the full committee, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS], has
during the debate made very kind re-
marks about my efforts on Monday to
halt action on this bill in order that the
Members of the House might have addi-
tional information. I spent the major
part of the next 2 days seeking that in-
formation. I would like to say that from
every agency of the Government to
which I made inquiry, I received full an-
swer to every question asked.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs, I
have access to material, which cannot
be divulged here today, nor put later
in the RECORD. I would say, Mr. Chair-
man, that I am thoroughly convinced
of the sincerity of the request for this
power to give and receive reciprocal
transmitting privileges. I am thorough-
ly convinced, moreover, on the basis of
what I have learned, that it would be
to our advantage to be able to establish
transmitting stations in certain portions
of the world in which we do not now
have them. The evidence placed in my
hands give the names of those nations
which have to date refused us the privi-
lege of setting up such transmitting sys-
tems in our embassies in their countries.
I would put all that information in the
RECORD and I would tell it to the Com-
mittee if I were at liberty to do so. I
repeat that the State Department and
other agencies have supplied all the in-
formation requested, and I acknowledge
their cooperation gratefully.

What bothers me, Mr. Chairman, is
the "quid" that we may be forced to pay,
in return for the "quo." I have sat on
the floor today earnestly wishing that I
could quiet my own concern-that I could
answer the very sensible, practical ques-
tions that have been asked. Frankly, I
have come to the conclusion that when
so many questions arise, there may be a
danger that this committee today may
later find that it has taken very hasty
action. It is a question to be considered
most carefully: this question as to
whether we are, in order to get some-
thing which we need, giving up protec-
tion which we now have and certainly
also need. It is one of the most "iffy"
questions that I have faced since becom-
ing a Member of Congress. It is one that
every Member of the House must an-
swer for himself.

I am inclined to think, Mr. Chairman,
that the practical commonsense which
characterizes the House of Representa-
tives will, if time is extended, enable it
to cope with this problem. But I am
not happy to rush into action on this
proposal. I would support a motion to
recommit which would permit us to have
a little more time to consider the prob-
lem, in all its implications-implications
that have been forcefully brought out in
this debate.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CHURCH. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

I should like to ask a question or two
of the gentlewoman because I have the

highest respect for her and I know of
the devoted service she has performed
in trying tc get the right answer in con-
nection with this legislation. The gen-
tlelady mentioned the quid pro quo. Is
not the gentlelady convinced that if the
Russians-and our chairman said there
is no use fooling anybody, the Russians
are not going to grant us this reciprocal
right; I am not too sure they will not,
because if they feel it would be to their
advantage to install these facilities in
Washington perhaps they would grant
us the so-called "reciprocal"-and I use
the word in quotes-rights and then jam
our frequency. But the specific question
I would like to' ask is this. Assuming
the Smith amendment is adopted-and
I intend to support it-does the gentle-
lady feel secure that there is no longer
any risk that these facilities might be
misused by the "pro" of the quid pro
quo?

Mrs. CHURCH. I thank the gentle-
man for reminding me that I rose spe-
cifically to support the amendment. The
amendment eliminates some of the dan-
ger, and should be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike cut. the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois.

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman. The gentleman
is right in being very cautious in this
matter. No one can guarantee against
possible misuse of the privilege sought
to be granted. I hope the amendment
will do what we seek to have it do. With-
out it the legislation should not be passed.
But I could not guarantee that the in-
clusion of the amendment, although I
urge the House to adopt it, would remove
the reasons for the fear in the minds of
the House as to what might happen.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to ad-
dress a question to the distinguished
chairman of the committee. It is a ques-
tion that disturbs me although I have
not heard it discussed. I believe that a
radio station can be used as a homing
beacon for aircraft. That is the reason
we have Conelrad, so that we take our
broadcast stations off the air in order
that we will not have a beacon by which
enemy aircraft could find their way into
an area.

My question is this: If we grant the
reciprocal right to some 92 nations, or
whatever it may be, is there not a danger
that event though we take our radio sta-
tions off the air under the control, one
of these radio stations in some embassy
could be used as a homing beacon for
attack aircraft coming in against us?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOW. will be delighted to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. HARRIS. I cannot conceive of
approval being given under a reciprocal
arrangement here for a channel that
would be available for this particular
use. I suppose, as the gentleman very
well knows, that when you have a facility

1962 19121



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE September 21
that uses a particular channel and that
facility is geared to that channel, the
gentleman knows the practical situation
that certain other things can be used in
that particular channel other than just
sending mere words. From that stand-
point, I would say that possibly it could
be so used, but I do not think it is possible
that it could be under the very strict
monitoring provisions that we have and
have constantly utilized in this country.
There is a lot of concern about this, and
I can very well understand it.

Mr. BOW. This is my only concern.
I know there is some need for these fa-
cilities because I know the situation, hav-
ing served on the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for the State Department.
But this does indicate concern that if
these facilities could be used as a hom-
ing beacon in case of enemy attack they
could find their way directly, set their
instruments to get directly on target.
This question is a very serious situation.

Mr. IHARRIS. If that is the only thing
that concerns the gentleman about this,
I would. suggest that he really, the way I
see it, has no need for concern, because
if that is going to happen they are going
to set them up legally or illegally for
that purpose, and they are going to have
them in this country anyway. We know
that is going to be a fact.

Mr. BOW. Do I understand the gen-
tleman to say he feels there could be
illegal stations set up that we would
know about, and that we could get rid
of them?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes.
Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. HARRIS. I do not think I want

to comment any further on that.
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike out the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.):

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to ask a question or two, for I have
very serious doubts about this legisla-
tion. Like the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Bowl I have no doubt that we need
to improve our communications system
throughout the world, but I question how
far we should go, if I may put it this
way, in legalizing the operation of any
kind of foreign radio transmitters in
Washington, D.C., or anywhere else in the
country. The gentleman says that this
permission will not be given to unfriendly
countries, that it will go only to friendly
countries. I believe that was the gentle-
man's statement earlier today in this
debate. Is that correct?

Mr. IHARRIS. That is not so stated in
the language of the bill, but with the
amendment the gentleman has here and
with the language of the bill on page 2
about the national interest it could have
no other interpretation.

Mr. GROSS. But we have unfriendly
embassies in this country. They are still
here despite the fact that we sometimes
question whether or not it is in the na-
tional security and interest to have them
here.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Of course, I would

agree with the gentleman on that and
I recognize that fact. But at the same
time, we need a listening post in these
other countries as much as we need one
in ours, and this is the only way we are
going to get it.

Mr. HARRIS. The important point
I want to make is that this is on a recip-
rocal basis.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct.
Mr. GROSS. We are told, using this

designation of "friendly" and "un-
friendly", and on a basis of reciprocity
that, for example, the Soviets will not
have a transmitter nor do I assume will
any of the satellite countries have trans-
mitters in this country. Neither will we
have transmitters in those countries.
Yet, it seems to me the place where we
need transmitters mnost is in the un-
friendly capitals where we maintain
embassies. Now how are we curing our
lack of communications in those coun-
tries where we need the communications
the most, on the basis of this legislation?

Mr. WILLIAMS. This is predicated on
the idea that if we are to get something,
we have to yield something and we break
even with them when we permit them
to put their radio transmitter here in
return for our radio being put up in their
country.

Mr. GROSS. But you say they will not
be permitted to have transmitters in
their embassies here?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I did not say
that.

Mr. HARRIS. No; we were talking
about two countries here, and they were
Red China and Russia, and I was ex-
plaining why I did not think it would be
applicable insofar as those two countries
are concerned.

Mr. GROSS. Where does this Gov-
ernment need them any worse than in
the Soviet-dominated countries and their
satellites?

Mr. HARRIS. I do not suppose I can
say where we need them any worse, but
there is some limit to what we can give
up here in order to get that kind of
reciprocity.

Mr. GROSS. As I say, you are not
curing the communications problem that
you say you have.

Mr. HARRIS. But we could get
through to a good many places or a
number of places at least that we are
not getting through to today, which we
could get to by this arrangement.

Mr. GROSS. We have not yet been
given the price tag for this bill, but I
suspect that if a transmitter is located in
Ouagadougou, where they now have 8
people who seem to have little else to
do but decode and encode two or three
message a day, there will probably be
8 plus 8, or 16 or more employees. But
that is somewhat beside the point. I am
much more interested in the security of
the United States. That is the impor-
tant consideration.

Mr. HARRIS. There is a comment on
page 2 of the report. The Department
of State has developed a program con-
templating the installation over a period
of 10 years of facilities in as many as 92

countries at a cost of from $5,000 to
$200,000 per station. The estimated to-
tal expenditure during this 10-year pe-
riod for these facilities, including the
first-year cost of operation, is estimated
to be approximately $23 million.

Mr. GROSS. In other words, the total
bill is estimated to be $23 million.

Mr. HARRIS. Yes.
Mr. GROSS. I wonder too, what we

are doing here authorizing the spending
of that kind of money when we are going
to have communication satellites, and
not just Telstar but other communica-
tion satellites, as I am sure the gentle-
man well knows..

Mr. HARRIS. It would be a private
corporation if it is set up. And if they
set up facilities where we have commer-
cial facilities available, then this will not
be required or needed.

Mr. GROSS. We are going to have
military commmunications satellites, the
gentleman knows that; does he not?

AMr. HARRIS. Yes.
Mr. GROSS. And we are going to have

them in the not too distant future.
Mr. HARRIS. We will not need this

kind of arrangement where military
communications are available.

Mr. GROSS. Is there any reason why
we cannot use the same military facilities
for coded messages from the embassies?

Mr. HARRIS. That is being done in
certain instances today.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pro forma amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, it is quite evident to
me from the many questions asked by
Members that there is deep concern
among the membership as to this legis-
lation. It seenems to me that in a sense,
we may be legalizing espionage. The
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
HEMPHILL], in his additional views as
set out in the committee reports, says
that a low frequency station in Wash-
ington, D.C., could well communicate
with a spy ship just off the coast.

In spite of all the amendments and
restrictions we may adopt, how in the
world is our Government going to super-
vise or know what is going on between
an Embassy in Washington and a spy
ship in the Atlantic? We might find
out to our regret what was going on
after it was too late. I do not know
how we can make this bill absolutely
foolproof. It seems to me we are tak-
ing some risk here and that the bill de-
serves more careful consideration. Per-
sonally, I think the bill should be recom-
mitted.

(Mr. HOEVEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arkansas is recognized.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I
merely want to say that the committee
has done everything it could to bring
this matter to the attention of the House
and give the membership as full and
complete information as we could.
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The committee, with the exception of
one or two members, is very convinced
as to the need for this legislation.

I support the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California. I be-
lieve that the amendment itself together
with the record make it very clear that
this responsibility lies not only with the
President himself, but that it is to be
invoked only when it is in the best in-
terest of our country. If we cannot de-
pend upon the President to take action
in the best interest of the cmuntry, I do
not know how to suggest you go about
it.

I believe there is ample protection of
our own security, and even though it is
a sensitive matter I think it behooves us
to not try to read something into it that
does not exist, but to recognize our re-
sponsibility to ourselves in an effort to
do what is best for our country by ap-.
proving the amendment and adopting
the bill.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

(Mr. BRAY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I think
there is no question but what this legis-
lation could work to the benefit of our
country if you could rely on the honor
and word of the Communist nations, but
you cannot do that. But, Mr. Chairman,
the fact is that not one single agree-
ment we have ever made with Rus-
sia or the Communists has ever worked
in our favor. The reason for this is that
we Americans play the game by one set
of rules, honesty, and straightforward-
ness; the Communists play it by an-
other set of rules entirely. To the Com-
munist lies and chicanery are ways of
life. The result is that no matter how
hard we stick by our accepted principles
the Russians will not. That has been
proven over the many years ever since
the first time we recognized Com-
munist Russia in 1933. Will we ever
learn?

I well remember in Korea at the end of
the war when we were directed by the
State Department to turn the Chickisua
building over to the Communists as a po-
litical headquarters. That building had
one the finest printing presses in all
Korea. Immediately they started mak-
ing counterfeit money and did a great
deal toward destroying the value of the
currency of that country. Such actions
have gone on over the years. This leg-
islation if it becomes law could play into
the hands of the Communists. I realize
that this legislation is intended to be
reciprocal but there can be no fair out-
come for us when you play the game by
one set of rules and the Communists play
the game by an entirely different set of
rules. Apparently our State Depart-
ment continues to trust the Russians.
I do not. I do not want Moscow or other
such countries to be able to set up a radio
station in Washington, even though our
State Department believes that they can
properly protect our interests in such a
station and that we can benefit by hav-
ing a station in Moscow.

No. 171-3

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. SMITH].

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer

an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. CRAMER: Page

2, line 16, after the word "Act", strike out
the period and quotation marks and insert
"Provided, however, That when such author-
ity involves a Communist nation or a nation
under Communist domination, such author-
ization shall be subject to the specific ap-
proval of the Foreign Affairs and Foreign
Relations Committees and the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committees of the House
and Senate, respectively."

Mr. CRA-MER. Mr. Chairman, I think
the same problem is of concern to all of
us that has been expressed by those who
have some reservations as to this legis-
lation.

I was very much impressed with the
remarks made by someone in whom I
have a great deal of confidence, who has
considerable knowledge of our foreign
affairs that is not available to each
Member of the House. I refer to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Illinois,
[Mrs. CHURCH], when she observed that
the problem involved is what is quid and
what is quo. That is what I have at-
tempted to express in regard to this leg-
islation. It is the duty and the responi-
bility of the Congress to retain a review
over the authorization and the licenses
issued to these foreign governments that
have embassies in this country. They
involve Communist-dominated nations,
including the Soviet Union, that have
embassies in this country, and if they
ask for transmitters, the Congress of the
United States should reserve the right
to review what is quid and what is quo,
and what the Soviet-dominated nations
and the Soviet itself has agreed to do in
exchange, and what assurances we will
have that they are going to reciprocate.

I think the issue that has concerned
all of us involves the unfriendly nations,
Communist nations, Communist-domi-
nated nations. Can these transmitters
be used for the purpose of espionage?
We are concerned about making certain
no Communist message could be com-
municated between Washington, D.C.,
and Castro's government in Havana,
Cuba.

I have listened to the answers to these
questions, but I personally am not sat-
isfied it could be used by a government
that has shown it does not intend to live
up to its agreements, meaning Soviet
Russia. It has not lived up to its agree-
ments in the past. Berlin is a perfect
example of this. I think it is essential
in connection with any arrangement be-
tween Soviet-dominated countries and
the Soviet Union in this country, giving
their embassies in Washington the right
to transmit on a license given by this
Government, the Congress should retain
the power and right to review what
agreements have been entered into and
what assurance we have that our best
interests are going to be served.

I am concerned about this bill. I have
given some thought as to how the Con-

gress can be sure that in administratively
carrying this out, it is and will be in
the best interests of the United States.
I am not convinced if the administra-
tion of it lies exclusively in the State
Department, knowing its record of fail-
ures and inadequacies in Cuba, that their
decisions will be in the best interests of
the United States or, for that matter, for
the best interest of the free world.

In my opinion, this amendment would
do much to remove some of the questions
raised with regard to this by satisfying
and assuring us that in connection with
any such agreements entered into those
agreements will be in the best interests
of the free world.

I hope a quo will result from our per-
mitting a quid in the first place.

Mr. EARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

(Mr. HARRIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

[Mr. HARRIS addressed the Commit-
tee. His remarks will appear hereafter
in the Appendix.]

[Mr. YOUNGER addressed the Com-
mittee. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Appendix.]

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I take just a moment
to say that I think perhaps we may, in
the emotional feeling of our discussion
here, be losing sight of the fact that this
legislation is in fact an amendment to
the Federal Communications Act.

In reality it is necessary only because
we have an established act to cover
licensing communications and because it
is a wholly new concept. What is fur-
ther involved is nothing more than an
authority within the realm of this new
concept to enter into international nego-
tiations. What would undoubtedly hap-
pen in the performance, if this legisla-
tion is passed, is the same thing that
takes place in other types of interna-
tional negotiations wherein we nego-
tiate country by country to establish
these communications facilities. If it
were not necessary for us to do this
within the concepts of the existing Fed-
eral Communications Commission laws
we would not even be dealing with this
legislation today. The authority and the
power to engage in international nego-
tiations is already vested in the Execu-
tive subject to ratification by the Senate.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. With respect to the
amendment that is before the House, I
would call the attention of the member-
ship to page 17 of the hearings in which
the gentleman from California [Mr.
YOUNGER] asked Mr. Ball, the Under Sec-
retary of State, the following question:

Mr. YOUNGER. Are you willing to limit this
to friendly nations?

Mr. BALL. I would say we are willing to
limit this to the situation where our own
need for facilities is the overriding consider-
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ation, and where there would be a judg-
ment by the President that it was in the
national interest for us to have these fa-
cilities in spite of any disadvantages there
might be for that country to have facilities
here. Those disadvantages, as appears from
an examination of the problem-a very care-
ful one-are very slight indeed.

I think that in our discussion we are
possibly losing sight of the purpose of the
legislation. The problem is outlined on
page 2 of the committee report, as the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS]
mentioned a moment ago, where it says:

The problem of establishing such com-
munications exists primarily in some of the
countries ir. Africa, Asia, and Latin America.
It does not exist in Western Europe or other
areas where up-to-date commercial commu-
nication systems are available.

It further points out:
This legislation will not create any secu-

rity problems, since the use of these facili-
ties by foreign governments will not mate-
rially enhance their opportunity for trans-
mitting secret information as compared to
currently available commercial facilities and
pouch services.

In other words, for instance Russia
already has ample means of transmitting
information outside of the United States.
Certainly the setting up of a low power
radio station under this program under
a reciprocal agreement would not en-
hance their opportunity for transmitting
any secret information.

Permit me to say as should be evident
from my votes in this body, that I take
a back seat to no one in my lack of con-
fidence in the State Department, and
I certainly have never been a rubber
stamp for the New Frontier. But here
they are asking for something, as I am
sure the gentleman will agree, that is
definitely in the interest of the United
States of America. For that reason I
support it, notwithstanding the fact that
it may be advocated by the State De-
partment.

Mr. COLLIER. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the
amendment and support the bill, but I
take this time to establish two factors
of legislative history here. In view of
the statement of the gentleman from
Mississippi, are we then to understand
that it is the intent of this legislation
that the Government of the United States
will not pernmit or authorize the instal-
lation of any such radio facility in a
foreign embassy unless and until a recip-
rocal agreement has been reached and
we are permitted to install similar Amer-
ican facilities in our own Embassy {o-
cated in the country receiving this privi-
lege from the United States? I want to
find out if this legislation means that no
such authority shall be given to a foreign
country until that country has unequi-
vocally given us similar authority?

Mr. WILLL4MS.- That is absolutely
correct; as is provided by the condition
No. 2 which is imposed on the setting
up of these stations or these agreements
shown on page 2, line 5.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Therefore, it is not
the intention of this legislation, for
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instance, to permit the Soviet Union to
establish a station here in their embassy
and then dangle us like a yo-yo for 3 or
4 years while they are debating and
studying whether or not they should give
us the same opportunity in Moscow? In
other words, I-understand this legisla-
tion to mean that nothing gets moving
in this country in a foreign embassy
until the agreement has been nailed
down with the foreign country to permit
us to do the same thing in that foreign
country. Do I understand the situation
correctly?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think you do. The
language of the bill says, and one of
the conditions is, "where such foreign
government has provided reciprocal
privileges"--it does not say "agrees to
provide"-it says "has provided recipro-
cal privileges to the United States to
construct and operate radio stations,"
and so forth.

Mr. PUCINSKI. On that point also,
with reference to that very language
"where such foreign government has pro-
vided reciprocal privileges to the United
States to construct and operate radio
stations within territories subject to its
jurisdiction." Do I understand the lang-
uage "within territories subject to its
jurisdiction" to mean territories sub-
ject to the jurisdiction of the host
country and not to refer to the im-
mediate area of our own American em-
bassy in a foreign country?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would think that
would be subject to the terms of the
agreement.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Do we understand
then that in the language "within ter-
ritories subject to the its" that the
word "its" here refers back to the host
country's jurisdiction and not our own
U.S. jurisdiction in a foreign country?
Do we understand that correctly?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, that is correct
as to the use of the word "its" on page
2, line 8.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I thank the gentle-
man for his explanation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. CRAMER].

The amendment was rejected.
Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I

have profound respect for the judgment
of my colleague, Mrs. CHURCH from Illi-
nois. She has with complete frankness
suggested that we might well delay a
decision.

I have faith in my colleagues on the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. I have no doubt that we all
have an interest in our security and the
preservation of our great Nation. In
the motion to recommit which I shall of-
fer, I certainly do not question the
loyalty or integrity of any one: Members
of this House; the administration; or
the State Department. Loyalty or in-
tegrity is not the question.

We are dealing here with a very, very
serious matter. We are not dealing with
a mere toy. It is the future of people I
desire to protect and this desire demands
more than a mere hope that this legis-
lation is not damaging to our defense
or security.
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Unless we here can be given complete
assurance that immediate action on this
matter is absolutely essential to our na-
tional security and delay would present
unreasonable risks to our security it is
our responsibility as representatives of
our people to delay action until the con-
vening of the 88th Congress.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. BAILEY, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 11732) to amend section 305 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amend-
ed, pursuant to House Resolution 779, he
reported the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments adopted in Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded? If not, the Chair
will put them en gros.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER. The question is on

the engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read the third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. SCHADEBERG. I am.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman

qualifies. The Clerk will report the
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. SCHADEBERG moves to recommit the bill

H.R. 11732 to the House Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion to
recommit.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER. The question is on

the motion to recommit.
The question was taken and the Chair

announced that the noes appeared to
have it.

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HARRIS. Is this a vote on the
motion to recommit or on passage?

The SPEAKER. This is a vote on the
motion to recommit.

Mr. HARRIS. I did not so under-
stand it. I understood the Chair to say
the motion had been rejected.


